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Foreword 
Before this semester I did not have as much experience with the Victorians, or the 
Gothic, but I had plenty of experience with monsters. As someone who loves science fiction, 
fantasy, and superheroes, I suppose that monsters have always been, in some form or another, on 
my mind. While I did not previously have the chance to seriously explore monsters in a course (I 
unfortunately had to drop Zombies, Monsters, and Superheroes), in several of my previous 
courses I had been fascinated with the relationship between persons and things. I learned about 
the construction of the ideas of personhood and normalcy in a course on disability studies, and I 
explored the instability of the boundary between people and things in a course on race, gender, 
and objecthood. After these courses, I’ve never stopped looking for characters who do not easily 
fit into a category. As I began to study monsters, I realized that the monster is a being that 
challenges these boundaries and categories. 
 When I started reading Emily Brontë’s Wuthering Heights, I was struck by the debate 
that Heathcliff presents: Is he human? The other characters ask outright and present various 
theories as to who or what he is. When Heathcliff is first brought to Wuthering Heights, Mrs. 
Earnshaw asks Mr. Earnshaw “what he meant to do with it,” and Nelly leaves “it on the landing 
of the stairs, hoping it would be gone on the morrow” (30). Even at the strange end of this story, 
we are not allowed to know whether Heathcliff is human. And, before I had even officially 
encountered Mr. Hyde, from Robert Louis Stevenson’s The Strange Case of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. 
Hyde, one line about him fascinated me: “He gave an impression of deformity without any 
nameable malformation” (16). Why can’t the other characters put a name to these figures’ 
monstrosity? How do these authors build characters who are so hard to define, and why? Are 
these characters humans or monsters, and how can we tell? 
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 For this semester I’ve been examining characters who don’t want to be understood and 
that defy all attempts at classification. I’ve been looking in the boundaries between categories, in 
the space between human and monster, where any attempt to regain order is subverted and 
rendered useless. Heathcliff, who should be human but seems monstrous, and Hyde, who should 
be a monster but is too close to human, are my guides into the strange process of Victorian 
Gothic monster-making.  
  
	 Bonin 3 
Monsters, the Gothic, and Otherness 
 
“‘Is Heathcliff a man? If so, is he mad? And if not, is he a devil? I shan’t tell my 
reasons for making this inquiry; but I beseech you to explain, if you can, what I 
have married’” –Emily Brontë 
 
“‘Sir,’ said the butler, turning a sort of mottled pallor, ‘that thing was not my 
master, and there’s the truth. My master,’—here he looked round him and began 
to whisper— ‘is a tall fine build of a man, and this was more of a dwarf’” 
 –Robert Louis Stevenson 
 
 Emily Brontë’s Wuthering Heights and Robert Louis Stevenson’s The Strange Case of 
Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, two Victorian Gothic works, both center on strange and monstrous 
protagonists: Heathcliff and Mr. Hyde respectively. Their portraits are painted with signifiers of 
Otherness and comparisons to animals and supernatural beings: Isabella Linton, Heathcliff’s 
wife, asks outright if he is a “man” or a “devil”; and Poole, Dr. Jekyll’s butler, worries that a 
“dwarf,” Mr. Hyde, has harmed his master. The other characters who tell Heathcliff and Hyde’s 
stories talk about these figures as objects, as “what” rather than whom Isabella marries, as the 
“thing” that Poole fears. In their examination, the storytellers attempt to discover whether 
Heathcliff and Hyde are humans. These characters defy classification as they live on the 
boundaries between human/non-human, natural/supernatural, and normal/Other. As strange 
central characters in Gothic works, these figures could be categorized as monsters. But what 
makes them monsters? 
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  In literature the monster can generally be understood as a figure constructed to be 
fearsome. It is the “systematic characterization” of these characters that “reflect[s] societal fear 
and anxieties” (Beville 6). The descriptions of these characters—not the monster itself—reveal 
contemporary cultural fears. It is in the construction of the monster that fear is produced. J. 
Halberstam connects the construction of these fearful figures to Otherness in their book Skin 
Shows. They examine the ways that Gothic authors “mixed and matched a wide variety of 
difference to fabricate the deviant body…bodies pieced together out of the fabric of race, class, 
gender, and sexuality” (3). The deviant bodies that are deemed as monsters are not different in 
one way but in many. The Gothic author thus builds a monster through layer by layer of 
Otherness.  
 Gothic fiction is the construction site for these strange beings. Halberstam describes the 
Gothic as “the rhetorical style and narrative structure designed to produce fear and desire within 
the reader. The production of fear in a literary text emanates from a vertiginous excess of 
meaning” (2). As the monsters are deviant in not just one way but many, meaning can be derived 
from the Gothic works in many ways, so many as to overwhelm the reader. In her overview of 
the Victorian Gothic, Charlotte Barrett explains that the Victorian Gothic was often preoccupied 
with themes like “psychological and physical terror; mystery and the supernatural; madness, 
doubling, and heredity curses” (1). Halberstam expands on this list of tropes that the Victorians 
explored in the Gothic. They argue that the Gothic of the nineteenth century has a 
“preoccupation with boundaries and their collapse,” and Victorian Gothic monsters are 
“characterized by their proximity to humans” (23). While Victorian authors systematically 
construct monsters from Otherness, and these figures are designed to be frightening, the reader 
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still fears their monstrous proximity to the “normal” and the everyday. The Gothic and the 
Gothic monster threaten the boundaries the normal Victorians used to define themselves. 
 As the monster has a specific function in Victorian Gothic literature, perhaps it would 
still be helpful to examine the term “monster” in a more general sense. The term “monster” calls 
to mind images of frightening creatures that we have read about and seen on screen countless 
times; the vampire, ghost, werewolf, etc., are all creatures we are accustomed to wearing the 
label monster. Rather than examining what makes these creatures monsters, and why our key 
Gothic figures are described as them, Maria Beville complicates this understanding by claiming 
these creatures are not monsters at all. In her book The Unnamed Monster in Literature and 
Film, Beville argues that once a monster is “named,” it is no longer a monster because “its 
excess, which is its monstrous nature, is sidestepped when classified” (5). Again Beville 
emphasizes the monster’s excess, and reveals that monsters cannot be “classified” or understood 
in such a way that would allow us to understand or control them. She instead examines the 
“unnamed” monster that “defies all attempts to constrain it in naming and, as such, our utilitarian 
attempts to reduce it to some sense of functionality” (1). These monsters serve no function and 
cannot be reduced to a name. Their excess remains terrifying, and there is no guide to contain 
them. An essential fact of the monster then is its inability to be contained.  
To further deepen our exploration of the monster, to find the essence of what makes these 
characters monsters, the Oxford English Dictionary provides a lengthy entry for the word 
“monster.” The definitions that seem most relevant to my questioning are as follow: “1. Any 
imaginary creature that is large, ugly, and frightening. 5. A person of repulsively unnatural 
character, or exhibiting such extreme cruelty or wickedness as to appear inhuman; a monstrous 
example of evil, a vice, etc. 6. An ugly or deformed person, animal, or thing.” Using the term 
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monster does not answer the question of human/non-human, but instead suggests characteristics 
that define monsters—ugly, repulsive, unnatural. The unnamed monster may then be a creature 
that embodies the confusion among person, animal, and thing, and thus challenges any category 
or name that could be given to it. The definitions, taken together, present the uncertainty that 
surrounds Heathcliff and Mr. Hyde. 
In examining the Gothic structures that build these monsters, we can see that these 
characters’ Otherness becomes entangled with monstrous meaning; yet as illustrated by the 
images on my cover page,1 Heathcliff and Hyde blur boundaries and reveal themselves to be 
inseparable doubles to their “normal” counterparts—Catherine and Jekyll. Heathcliff and Hyde 
are not simply “devil[s],” “thing[s],” or Others, as the characters in my epigraphs wonder: They 
are figures that challenge and embody all of these categories. Under the “placidly prosperous 
surface” of the Victorian era,2 Brontë and Stevenson instead chose to write about usurpation and 
hideous change, and their monsters pervert categories of identity and the laws and codes used to 
define these categories. These unnamed monsters’ closeness to other characters, their origins, 
and their strange, disquieting endings refute any restoration of order as they leave the destruction 
of the previous order in their wake. 
Heathcliff: Examining and Complicating the Monstrous Other  
Emily Brontë’s Wuthering Heights tells the story of the strange romance between 
Catherine Earnshaw and Heathcliff. Brontë uses the characters of Nelly Dean, a maid, and Mr. 
Lockwood, an outsider visiting, to provide a portrait of Heathcliff—the foundling, brought to 
																																																						
1 The illustration on the left is by Barnett Freedman from an illustrated edition of Wuthering 
Heights published in 1940. The image on the right is by S. G. Hulme-Beaman from an edition of 
Robert Louis Stevenson's The Strange Case of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde published in 1930.  
2 From Carol T. Christ’s “The Victorian Age” in The Norton Anthology of English Literature. 
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Wuthering Heights by Mr. Earnshaw, where Heathcliff and Catherine grow up. Lockwood 
recollects his own adventures at Wuthering Heights and Nelly’s story of Heathcliff’s upbringing.  
Lockwood, Nelly, and the other characters debate Heathcliff’s nature of being throughout the 
novel.  
The characters around Heathcliff almost immediately question his status as a person. 
Nelly recounts to Lockwood the explanation Mr. Earnshaw provides when he returns home from 
a journey with Heathcliff: “Not a soul knew to whom it belonged, he said, and his money and 
time being both limited, he thought it better to take it him with him at once” (30). From the first 
mention of Heathcliff, he is talked about as a thing rather than a person; he also does not have the 
opportunity to tell the story from his point of view. The structure of Wuthering Heights follows a 
convention of the Victorian Gothic: Halberstam explains in Skin Shows, “the author professes to 
be no more than a collector of documents, a compiler of the facts of the case…Furthermore, most 
Gothic novels lack the point of view of the monster” (21). While Wuthering Heights is not a 
compilation of documents, it is a compilation of stories and storytellers. As Lockwood’s 
narration gives way to Nelly’s storytelling, the reader receives a filtered and curated story that 
presents the “case” of Heathcliff to the reader. Wuthering Heights may follow this tradition less 
obviously than Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, yet the effect of removing the monster’s voice is no less 
apparent. In the opening chapter to her book Persons and Things, Barbara Johnson examines 
how persons and things function in literature: She states that 
the notion of ‘person’ has something to do with the presence at the scene of speech and 
seems to inhere in the notion of address. ‘I’ and ‘you’ are persons because they can either 
address or be addressed, while ‘he’ can only be talked about. A person who neither 
	 Bonin 8 
addresses nor is addressed is functioning as a thing in the same way that being an object 
of discussion rather than a subject of discussion transforms everything into a thing. (6)  
The structure of the story itself brings into question Heathcliff’s personhood. As an object of 
discussion, Heathcliff has no voice and cannot prove his humanity. As “he” can only speak and 
address others through the filter of Nelly’s memory and Lockwood’s recollection of her story, 
Heathcliff is textually rendered a thing for the other characters to talk about and the reader to 
examine. Brontë immediately presents Heathcliff as a monster through the absence of his point 
of view, and by describing him as “it” and talking about him as a thing, the characters around 
him deepen this monstrous disturbance in the boundary between person and thing.  
Upon meeting Heathcliff, the characters who encounter him also define him as an Other. 
When he is first introduced, Nelly describes him as a racial Other: he speaks “gibberish,” has 
dark skin, and is called a “gipsy” (30). This characterization is one that Mr. Lockwood 
immediately notes when he meets Heathcliff many years later: “He is a dark-skinned gypsy in 
aspect” (5). Generally, the Victorians used the term “gipsy” loosely to categorize migrants, 
“tramps,” and nomadic people; the term also connoted “lawless[ness],” and some found their 
presence to be “an intolerable affront to the values of modern civilization” (Behlmer 231). 
Heathcliff’s specific Otherness emphasizes his immigration into the Earnshaw home, and 
suggests the other characters’ distrust of his presence. As Heathcliff grows up, Nelly’s 
characterization of him takes on an animalistic edge. His actions are often compared to those of 
animals; for example, he “foamed like a mad dog” and acts “like a savage beast” (125, 130). 
Nelly often uses these comparisons to animals to describe the ferocity of his acts, but as the 
frequency of these descriptions increases, they begin to saturate the image of Heathcliff we 
receive. While the other characters’ insistence on Heathcliff’s Otherness seems to assert his 
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personhood—he is human, but an Othered human—their animal characterization of Heathcliff 
starts to threaten the boundary between person and animal.  
Heathcliff’s Otherness is the catalyst for this threatening of the boundary between human 
and animal. Nelly and Lockwood’s descriptions of the animal-like Heathcliff align with 
Victorian attitudes towards otherness. In her article “‘This Thing of Darkness I / Acknowledge 
Mine’: Heathcliff as Fetish in Wuthering Heights,” Dana Medoro explains the bias of the two 
narrators. She argues that “such descriptions of Heathcliff, the only non-white or ‘gypsy’ figure 
in Wuthering Heights, as animal, natural, or diabolical sustains the nineteenth-century mentality 
about the monstrous, primitive “other”—the native African, Indian, or American in Britain’s 
imperialist imagination” (1). Unlike Halberstam’s assertion that the Gothic monster is pieced 
together out of signifiers of Otherness, Heathcliff’s Otherness itself is monstrous in the Victorian 
imagination. Heathcliff’s characterization as a monster reveals how the Victorians would have 
read Otherness.3  
 As the novel continues, Heathcliff is not peacefully assimilated into the Earnshaw home. 
Heathcliff usurps Mr. Earnshaw’s attentions from Hindley, Mr. Earnshaw’s biological son, and 
once Mr. Earnshaw dies, Hindley and Heathcliff fight bitterly for power and revenge. As 
Heathcliff shifts between thing, other and monster, he aligns with Beville’s unnamed monster, 
which “belies the notion that Otherness can be controlled or assimilated” (1). Heathcliff’s 
																																																						
3	Charlotte Brontë also says of Heathcliff: “Carefully trained and kindly treated, the black 
gipsey-cub [sic] might possibly have been reared into a human being, but tyranny and ignorance 
made of him a mere demon” (309). This description exemplifies the notion that the Victorians 
saw Others as non-human, as monsters that would have to be “trained” to be human. Henry 
James, another eminent Victorian writer, expressed similar views of Otherness. After returning 
to America, he visited Ellis Island and felt like he had seen a “ghost in his supposedly safe old 
house” (Levine 171), further emphasizing the connection among Others, immigrants, and 
monsters. 	
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turbulent integration into Wuthering Heights and his uncontrollable drive for revenge denies any 
notion of Otherness existing peacefully. Before Nelly begins telling Lockwood her tale, she 
prefaces the story by saying Heathcliff’s history is that of a “cuckoo’s,” and a note explains that 
“the reference is to the cuckoo’s practice of laying its eggs in other birds’ nests” (28). Heathcliff 
takes over a home that was not meant to be his. This early animal comparison suggests the 
Victorian fear of the Other and Otherness invading. Heathcliff enacts reverse imperialism on a 
smaller scale as he invades and eventually dominates Wuthering Heights. As Wuthering Heights 
has elements of realism and romance, Heathcliff’s usurpation of the Heights suggests that the 
novel is also preoccupied with the imperial Gothic—a common device of which is “people and 
things with imperial origins turning peaceful English homes into scenes of Gothic terror” (Daly 
15). In lieu of gifts for his children, Earnshaw picks up Heathcliff from Liverpool, a major port 
city in England where many immigrants, as well as slaves, would have entered the country.4 
Heathcliff functions as both the person and thing with “Imperial origins” and he upends and 
terrorizes the assumedly peaceful Earnshaw home. Brontë’s novel was published near the end of 
what some scholars describe as the “Time of Troubles” (1830-48) for the Victorian English 
(Christ 1047). In a time of economic distress, and social and political change, Brontë writes not 
about happy subjects but about an English house that experiences its own change, upheaval, and 
distress. 
 While Heathcliff acts as a monster and a vessel for Victorian fears of Otherness, several 
of the other characters never fully lose sight of his humanity. At times both Nelly and Lockwood 
correct overly supernatural descriptions of Heathcliff, and complicate his status as a monster. 
																																																						
4 The slave trade in England ended in 1807. Nelly recounts Heathcliff’s childhood to Lockwood 
in 1801.  
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When Isabella, Heathcliff’s wife, calls him a monster, Nelly says, “‘Hush, hush! He’s a human 
being’” (133). Much later in the novel, Nelly’s own questioning intensifies but she never forgets 
Heathcliff’s humanity: Nelly asks herself “‘Is he a ghoul, or a vampire?’ I mused…And then I 
set myself to reflect how I had tended him in infancy; and watched him grow to youth; and 
followed him almost through his whole course; and what absurd nonsense it was to yield to that 
sense of horror” (249). Nelly refutes any outright depictions of Heathcliff as a monster, as she 
“watched him grow” and knows better. Even Lockwood, who is not overly sympathetic of 
Heathcliff, ends the novel by wondering “how any one could ever imagine unquiet slumbers for 
the sleepers in that quiet earth” after hearing rumors that people have seen Heathcliff’s ghost 
(256). While Heathcliff is a usurper and is determined to ruin those around him, Brontë sustains 
sympathy and humanity for him. Nelly and Lockwood’s narration, Earnshaw’s favoritism, and 
Catherine’s love for Heathcliff complicate the overall depiction of the Other as a frightening 
creature, and suggest that the Other may not be as different from the “normal” Victorian.  
Hyde: Deconstructing Boundaries and Constructing Other Monsters 
Stevenson’s Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, while seemingly very different from Wuthering 
Heights, also examines a strange monster that challenges the categories that others use to define 
it. This novella also follows the convention of a collection of documents that Halberstam 
explains in Skin Shows. These documents, and the characters who produce them, add authority 
and gravity to the judgements and impressions of Mr. Hyde that they describe. Stevenson opens 
the novel by establishing the humanity and authority of Utterson, the lawyer who seeks out and 
attempts to solve the mystery of Hyde and Jekyll’s relationship: “Mr. Utterson the lawyer was a 
man of rugged countenance, that was never lighted by a smile...At friendly meetings, when the 
wine was to his taste, something eminently human beaconed from his eye” (5). From the first 
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page, we know we can trust Utterson's description of the case as he is a lawyer, is very serious, 
and is unquestionably, “eminently” human. Throughout the story we see serious men, and well-
natured people, interact with and attempt to characterize Mr. Hyde's monstrosity.  
As Mr. Utterson is eminently human, Hyde seems to be eminently monstrous. While the 
characters of Wuthering Heights debate Heathcliff's status as a monster, the characters of Dr. 
Jekyll and Mr. Hyde seem certain of Hyde's monstrosity; yet they struggle to describe it exactly.  
When we are first introduced to Mr. Hyde, he is his own character and the other characters 
describe him using several signifiers of Otherness. The first description of Mr. Hyde comes from 
Mr. Enfield, Utterson’s friend and “well known man about town,” and he expresses his difficulty 
with the task of capturing Hyde’s image: “There is something wrong with his appearance; 
something displeasing, something downright detestable. I never saw a man I so disliked, and yet 
I scarce know why. He must be deformed somewhere; he gives a strong feeling of deformity 
although I couldn’t specify the point” (6, 10). After seeking out Mr. Hyde so he could see his 
face himself, Mr. Utterson confirms this indescribable disgust; he also adds that Mr. Hyde is 
“pale and dwarfish” and seems “hardly human” (16). Not only does Hyde have an unexpressed 
deformity, but he is also physically deformed. Throughout the story characters portray Mr. Hyde 
as an “Other” in terms of race, ability, gender, and sexuality. Mr. Hyde exemplifies both 
Halberstam’s definition of a monster and Beville’s definition of an unnamed monster. The other 
characters construct a description of Hyde from many signifiers of Otherness while his exact 
nature cannot adequately be described or named. These early descriptions immediately establish 
a tension in his state of being—between human, other, and monster—while understanding that 
his true nature cannot be easily seen or understood.  
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This nearly indescribable character has a strange effect on the other characters in the 
story. Although Hyde produces such a strong disgust, Utterson cannot resist seeing him for 
himself: “There sprang up and grew apace in the lawyer’s mind a singularly strong, almost 
inordinate, curiosity to behold the feature of the real Mr. Hyde. If he could but once set his eyes 
on him, he thought the mystery would lighten and perhaps roll altogether away” (13). Utterson’s 
curiosity and compulsion to see Hyde’s face, as if it would reveal something or provide new 
information to clear the mystery, emphasizes the importance of Hyde’s appearance. As a 
monster, his features reveal more about him. In Skin Shows, Halberstam emphasizes the 
importance of the monster’s skin: “Slowly but surely the outside becomes the inside and the hide 
no longer conceals or contains, it offers itself up as text, as body, as monster” (7). Halberstam 
argues that we can read monster’s appearances as texts, as ways to understand inner deviance. 
Utterson’s compulsion to see Hyde’s face then acts as a device to provide the reader with the 
information necessary to understand Hyde. 
Utterson’s fascination and the impulse to read the monster’s appearance are also reflected 
in a Victorian cultural fascination with criminals’ faces, and their understanding of criminals in 
terms of biology. In “Diagnosing Jekyll: The Scientific Context to Dr. Jekyll’s Experiment and 
Mr. Hyde’s Embodiment,” Robert Mighall illustrates the Victorian understanding of criminals, 
and how they attempted to categorize criminals. The obsession with the face of a criminal was 
not unusual: Mighall explains, “Lombroso included vast photographic galleries of convicted 
criminals in his works, supposedly demonstrating the distinctive anthropological features of 
various criminal types. And Francis Galton devised a system of ‘composite photography’ which 
he used to capture the visual ‘essence’ of criminality” (152). The criminal and the deviant are 
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thus completely visible, written on the skin, for the Victorians. Criminals were a “distinct” 
grouping of others, separated by “anthropological features” from the normal Victorians. 
The Victorians justified the visibility of criminality through their belief in the relationship 
between evolution and criminal behavior. Mighall further explains the Victorians’ scientific 
beliefs about criminals and how Hyde’s description matches that of the atavistic criminal: 
Authorities believed “the individual ‘recapitulated’ in his or her own development an abbreviated 
record of the various states of evolutionary growth through which the human species had 
evolved...This means that the human child was considered closer to less evolved life forms— 
‘primitives’ and animals, but also criminals and lunatics” (150). If the normal Victorian is more 
evolved than the criminal, Hyde is constructed to fit the description of a “less-evolved life 
form.”5 His growth is stunted, both physically and in terms of evolution; Jekyll describes him as 
“smaller, slighter and younger than Henry Jekyll” (Stevenson 58). As his own character, Hyde 
easily fits into the category of the criminal; however, his true nature as the alter ego of Dr. Jekyll 
confuses this clear distinction between the “anthropological” criminal and the evolved Victorian. 
He resides within and is created by a respectable individual. His very being questions whether 
the Victorians are more evolved than criminals, or if they all have this capacity for criminality 
lurking within. Hyde then embodies the Gothic fear of boundary-breaking that Halberstam 
describes. Hyde creates fear by challenging the boundary between the criminal—the less-
evolved—and the normal. 
																																																						
5 See H.G. Wells’ The War of the Worlds for a monster that has evolved beyond humans. On a 
planet further along in its evolution than ours, the cyborg Martians embody the Victorians’ fears 
of their industrial world that has been “made alien by technological changes that had been 
exploited too quickly for the adaptive powers of the human psyche” (Christ 1044). 
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 The way Hyde challenges the idea of the less-evolved criminal also hints at the 
Victorians’ underlying anxiety caused by scientific progress during the Victorian Era. When 
Darwin’s The Origin of Species was published in 1859, some Victorians understood evolution as 
progress while many realized the ways it challenged “long-established assumptions” of 
humanity’s “role in the world” (Christ 1052). Carol T. Christ, in “The Victorian Age,” further 
explains the anxiety the Victorians felt: “By the 1860s the great iron structures of their 
philosophies, religions, and social stratifications were already beginning to look dangerously 
corroded to the more perspicacious” (1052). While the Victorians once felt secure in their 
worldview, the mid-Victorian age presented many challenges to this outlook and it began to 
crumble. Stevenson constructed Jekyll and Hyde to embody these “dangerously corrod[ing]” 
structures; for example, Stevenson challenges the social stratification evident in the delineation 
between “Dr.” and “Mr.”—between the respectable upper middle class gentleman and the 
lowlife—by placing both beings in the same body. As Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde was published in 
1886, nearly thirty years after Darwin’s treatise, Stevenson also challenges the idea that the 
“normal” Victorian was any more evolved than the criminal. Stevenson creates a character who 
refuses to be categorized at a time when the ways the Victorians understood and sorted the real 
world were crumbling.6  
Not only does Hyde embody the breakdown of boundaries within his own being, but he 
also strangely affects the other characters in the story who encounter him. His Otherness 
																																																						
6	Hyde became a terrifying depiction not of a fictional fear, but a very real one. As Mighall 
explains in “Diagnosing Jekyll: The scientific context to Dr. Jekyll’s experiment and Mr. Hyde’s 
embodiment,” a production of the play version of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde had to be stopped 
because it reflected what was happening in life too uncannily (160). Theories that Jack the 
Ripper, a murderer, was a doctor—a “normal” Victorian—rather than a less-evolved criminal 
placed the fears Hyde symbolizes into the real world.  
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threatens to make those around him Others as well. His relationship with Dr. Jekyll makes Jekyll 
seem Othered. In the introduction to Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, Mighall explains what the 
implications of Jekyll and Hyde’s close association might be: “These circumstances appear to be 
carefully plotted to point to, without actually specifying, a suspicion that some erotic attachment 
is at the bottom of Jekyll's relationship with Hyde. Blackmail and homosexuality have a long 
history of association” (xix). Before the true nature of Jekyll and Hyde’s strange relationship is 
revealed, Hyde instead makes Jekyll into an Other. Throughout the whole story Hyde’s 
undefinable nature cannot be contained and threatens to confuse the identities of the characters 
around him.  
As Mr. Hyde affects Dr. Jekyll's image, and turns a well-respected man into an Other, 
Mr. Hyde also has an effect on nearly all those who come into contact with him. There is a 
strange moment in the story when Hyde seems to act like a gentleman compared to those around 
him. After he tramples a young girl, a crowd gathers around him and can barely keep themselves 
from hurting him. Mr. Enfield tells us that “we were keeping the women off of him as best we 
could, for they were as wild as harpies,” and that he, and the normally calm doctor, had to keep 
themselves from killing him (9). While this is happening, Hyde agrees to pay the child’s family. 
One of Hyde’s most terrifying features is his suggestion of the monster, or the Other, within all 
humans. While Victorians photograph criminals and attempt to understand them as a different 
class, something separate and distinct, Hyde challenges this division and suggests that there is 
the possibility for monstrosity, and for Otherness and strangeness, within all people. 
Heathcliff and Hyde: Proximity, Doubles, and Origins 
Both monsters reveal the slipperiness of the categories that seek to define them. They slip 
easily between human, animal, and thing, and they move between class and levels of Otherness. 
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Their elusive nature is made more terrifying in these works when we examine their closeness to 
those around them, and their strange origins. Hyde and Heathcliff both seem “too close”; both in 
their locations and in their relationships to others. In the introduction to Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, 
Mighall explains that “most early Gothic stories were set in distant times, and/or (usually 
Catholic) countries,” but Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde “dispenses entirely with the distancing devices 
of the traditional Gothic...It is set in London in the present day, and situates the horror within a 
respectable individual, with its vision of evil reflecting on a much broader section of society than 
perhaps had been hitherto suggested in popular fiction” (xvii).  Hyde and his embodiment of the 
monstrous invade and infect not only London, but also someone who should be above such 
monstrosity. The Victorians’ reasoning that crime could be traced to a specific type of human is 
destroyed by Hyde's location; not only close to home, but also within a “respectable individual.” 
His separation from Dr. Jekyll is also not as simple as it would originally appear. When Jekyll 
first transforms into Hyde, he says, “I was conscious of no repugnance, rather a leap of welcome. 
This, too, was myself” (58). Even though Jekyll gives this second self a separate name, Jekyll 
recognizes Hyde as himself. As Jekyll begins to lose control of his transformations, he fears that 
“I was slowly losing hold of my original and better self, and becoming slowly more incorporated 
with my second and worse” (62). In this moment Jekyll does not describe Hyde as usurping his 
power; rather, he describes his two selves blending, assimilating. This incorporation confuses the 
notion that it is simply Hyde who is the monster, especially considering Jekyll creates him and 
enables his monstrous acts to continue. They are doubles; each an essential part of a whole 
person. Hyde, though monstrous, is so close to Jekyll that they are entangled, inseparable. It is 
not just that Hyde infects Jekyll but that he is Jekyll. 
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 Heathcliff too is a double of a person. Throughout the novel Heathcliff is unnaturally 
close to Catherine, and this incredible closeness is revealed in Catherine’s statement, “Nelly, I 
am Heathcliff” (64). Heathcliff is not separate from Catherine, but instead they are one and the 
same. Is she Jekyll to Heathcliff's Hyde? In Looking Oppositely: Emily Brontë’s Bible of Hell, 
Gilbert and Gubar argue that “as Catherine’s whip he is (and she herself recognizes this) an 
alternative self or double for her, a complementary addition to her being who fleshes out all of 
her lacks the way a bandage might staunch a wound” (363). Gilbert and Gubar stress not only the 
seriousness of their relationship but also the closeness by comparing Heathcliff to a bandage for 
the wound that is Catherine. Without Heathcliff, Catherine would be injured, weaker, missing a 
part of herself; she depends on him for life and he depends on her for purpose. As a bandage he 
then acts as part of her flesh, attached to the body. As doubles they are inseparable like Jekyll 
and Hyde, but their strange nature goes beyond themselves. Heathcliff and Catherine, like 
mirrors reflecting each other, create seemingly endless doubles: As the book continues their 
children take their names, and the next generation of characters all act as their doubles. Even 
Hindley’s child Hareton reflects these characters: Heathcliff says, “Hareton seemed a 
personification of my youth, not a human being” (245).7 The next generation is not the end of 
them either; beyond the grave Heathcliff and Catherine are said to wander the moors together 
(255). While we may try to separate Catherine from Heathcliff, Jekyll from Hyde, and the human 
from the monster, the effort becomes muddled when we try to examine what separates them.   
 All the double identities and these characters’ inability to be categorized also lead us to 
wonder what creates such monsters, or how they could be contained. Each monster's story 
																																																						
7 Heathcliff also says of Hareton, “when I look for his father in his face, I find [Catherine] every 
day more! How the devil is he so like?” (229). Hareton, while neither Catherine nor Heathcliff’s 
biological child, deeply reflects Heathcliff and Catherine’s doubling. 
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reveals that the events that lead to their creation may lie in the laws and customs that Victorians 
thought separated them from this monstrosity. Gilbert and Gubar point out the events that propel 
the story of Heathcliff’s monstrosity: “And most important it brings about the accession to power 
of Hindley, by the patriarchal laws of primogeniture the real heir and thus the new father who is 
to introduce into the novel the proximate causes of Catherine’s (and Heathcliff’s) fall and 
subsequent decline” (363). The “patriarchal laws of primogeniture” are the immediate cause of 
the events that allow Heathcliff to become the monster he is, not any supernatural force or 
strange occurrence. This is not the only instance in the book where law and succession play a 
role in the plot. After Catherine Earnshaw dies giving birth to her daughter, we learn that “Mr. 
Linton has made an arrangement whereby, if Edgar dies having no sons, Thrushcross Grange 
would pass to Isabella (rather than to Edgar’s daughter) and then to Isabella’s sons” (127). 
Heathcliff also devises a plot for Catherine Linton and his son, also named Heathcliff, to fall in 
love and marry; once they marry, and his son dies, Heathcliff becomes the master of Wuthering 
Heights and Thrushcross Grange. A driving factor in the plot is the law of succession—an 
everyday aspect of life that is not particularly terrifying or strange, yet Brontë makes it strange 
by using it to power her monster.  
 As customs drive Heathcliff, it is not evil or madness that creates Hyde, but instead the 
culture of Victorian life. In the opening of the last chapter, “Henry Jekyll’s Full Statement of the 
Case,” Jekyll explains what brought him to conduct his ill-fated experiment: “Many a man would 
have even blazoned such irregularities as I was guilty of; but from the high views that I had set 
before me, I regarded and hid them with an almost morbid sense of shame…I thus drew steadily 
nearer to that truth…that man is not truly one, but truly two” (55). Hyde is born of Jekyll’s 
excessive shame of his “irregularities.” His need to conform to “the high views” violently 
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dissects his being. Mighall also cites “Jekyll’s excessive conformity to the codes of respectability 
and public opinion” as the driving force behind this monster (xxii). In the Victorian era, the idea 
of respectability was “at the center of Victorian life” (Karusseit). In her article “Victorian 
Respectability and Gendered Spaces,” Karusseit explains the Victorian idea of respectability: 
She explains that respectability is a “refined behavioral code...organized around a complex set of 
practices and representations that covered every aspect of an individual's life; these social rules 
and moral codes worked to regulate both gender and class identities” (39). The very code that 
seeks to “regulate” identity creates a monstrous split in identity. In these codes lies the creation 
of a monster that challenges both the gender and class identity that Jekyll seeks to maintain for 
himself. As Jekyll seeks to give up Hyde by following the codes that should make Jekyll appear 
more respectable, Hyde becomes stronger: “For two months, I led a life of such severity as I had 
never before attained to…I was conscious, even when I took the draught, of a more unbridled, a 
more furious propensity to ill” (64). Jekyll’s attempts to right his abnormalities only strengthen 
Hyde. Not only does Hyde suggest that the potential for monstrosity is within all, he also 
suggests that the laws and civility that attempt to bring order and cast out Otherness are what 
actually create monstrosity. So too in Wuthering Heights do complicated customs and laws 
create the conditions necessary for Heathcliff's monstrous acts. Hyde and Heathcliff's origins 
both suggest an underlying discomfort with the laws and codes that the Victorians used to define 
themselves. Stevenson’s tale reveals the monstrous effort necessary to follow these codes, and 
Brontë’s laws do not restore order but instead intensify the disorder. 
 As these characters are themselves doubles, they each have a frayed and doubled ending. 
At the end of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, we are not sure if the death of Jekyll/Hyde is a murder or 
a suicide: While Utterson finds Hyde’s body, Hyde is dressed in “clothes of the doctor’s 
	 Bonin 21 
bigness,” and Utterson wonders if he can truly pronounce it “the body of a self-destroyer” (45). 
Whether Jekyll or Hyde commits suicide to kill the other, we will never be sure. In this way we 
will never know if Jekyll defeats Hyde—if he defeats the Other, or the lower elements of 
Otherness that all the “ordinary secret sinner[s]” of Victorian England attempt to repress (65). At 
the end of Wuthering Heights, when Lockwood returns to Heathcliff’s estate, we are welcomed 
with a transformation: Lockwood says, “I had neither to climb the gate, nor to knock—it yielded 
to my hand. That is an improvement! I thought. And I noticed another, by the aid of my nostrils; 
a fragrance of stocks and wall flowers” (232). Catherine and Hareton are also in love, and order 
seems to be restored. However, after Nelly recounts the story of Heathcliff’s death, we are also 
greeted with a young boy crying because he sees Heathcliff’s ghost, and the image of graves 
“half-buried in the heath” (255-256). We will never be sure if Wuthering Heights remains 
haunted or if order is truly restored. The end of each of these Gothic novels presents questions 
rather than answers. These novels ask whether the end of these monsters means that order can be 
restored, or if there even is an order to return to. As Wuthering Heights takes place in the past 
(Lockwood hears Heathcliff’s story in 1801 yet the novel is published in 1847), Brontë suggests 
this disorder has already long existed. These monsters challenge categories, names, and order. 
They question the constructs and beliefs around normalcy and control, and they leave behind 
these broken boundaries. As these monsters have corrupted the idea of normal, these Gothic 
authors leave only hints of reconstruction beneath the collapse of the old beliefs. The reader can 
try to believe in the restoration of order, but these questions endure.  
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Afterword  
Writing About Monsters in Monstrous Times  
This project came into being at a very strange time. As a class we submitted our 
proposals the first night of Skidmore College’s spring break. I submitted mine while sitting on an 
Amtrak train with my friends, heading from Saratoga Springs to New York City; unwittingly 
hurtling into the belly of the unseen beast. We learned six days after the proposal submission 
deadline that we would not be finishing our senior year as planned due to the covid-19 pandemic. 
I returned to my home in Massachusetts, safe and healthy, but with the knowledge that I would 
no longer have rehearsals or performances for my dance major. Strangely, all I seemed to have 
left were monsters.  
Reading these works in a time of fear and uncertainty, I saw moments and connections 
that I might not have made in a typical semester. I saw these monsters infect the characters 
around them, inhabit other bodies, and I felt as though I understood the Victorians’ fears of the 
concealed monster, of pillars of belief and normalcy crumbling. Most of the world right now is 
hiding from a monster we cannot see. We are terrified to leave our houses, lest it catch us off 
guard. While we’ve named the monster we certainly don’t understand it, not enough to contain it, 
control it. Unknowingly to the outside eye, it lurks within some of us. While these works are 
Victorian, these monsters show us we will always be afraid when the way we view normalcy is 
challenged. Monsters show us the instability of the categories, structures, and order we depend 
on for security; in the wreckage they leave behind are artifacts of the veiled elements of the old 
order for us to examine.  
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